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William Perry was sworn in as secre-
tary of defense in February following
a unanimous vote by the Senate. He
previously served as depuly secre-
tary of defense from March 5, 1993,
until his confirmation as secretary.
Prior to his nomination as deputy
secretary he was chairman of Tech.
nology Strategies and Alliances. o
professor in the School of Engineer-
ing at Stanford University, and codi-
rector of Stanford's Center for Infer.
nafional Security and Arms Conrrol.

erry was a founder of ESL in
1964 and served as its president un-
til 1977 Prior to that, he was with
Sylvania/General Telephone and
was director of their Electronic De-
fense Laboratories. He has also
served as executive vice president of
Hambrecht and Quist, an investment
banking firm specializing in high-
technology companies.

From 1977 1o 1981, he served as
under secretary of defense for re-
search and en ineering and was re-
sponsible for all weapons systems
procurement and all research and
development. He was the secretary
of defense’s principal advisor on
technology, communications, intelli-
gence, and atomic energy.

Perry received a B.S. and M.S.
from Stanford University and a Ph.D.
from Penn State, all in mathematics
He is a member of the National
Academy of Engineering and g fel.
low of the American Acodemy of
Arts and Sciences.

The president’s neww national se-
curity strategy bas given a much
broader definition to national se-
curity, including the promotion of
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Prosperity at bome and democ-
racy abroad, along with tradi.
tional defense activities. What im-
DPlications does this strategy bave
for the DOD?

Our military strategy is designed
to deal with three different contingen-
cies. The first of those is concerned
with vital national security interests—
interests in which the survival of the
U.S. or its allies is at stake. For dec-
ades the vital national security interest
was deterring the Soviet Union and
the Warsaw Pact, and being prepared
to fight a war with them if necessary.

Today our viul national security
interests art: different, but Russia is stil]
first on the list, because while they are
now a friend, they still have abour
25.000 nuclear weapons in their arse-
nal. If their government were to be-
come hostile to the U.S. or our allies,
then those weupons would allow it 0
threaten our survival. Therefore we
continue to be very much concemed
about the developments in Russia, and
part of our security strategy deals with
preventing their government from be-
coming hostile to us. .

Another example of a vital na-
tional security interest is North Korex,
because with their 1-million-man army
and emerging nuclear weapons pro-
gram they could threaten the survival
of an ally—South Korea. So we have a
vigorous program under way to try 1o
stop the development of their nuclear
weapons program, and we maintained
a strong conventional deterrence to g
a conventiona] attack in Korea.

A third example is the Middle East
where, because we are concerned
about the survival of Israel, the flow of
oil. and the nuclear weapons some of
those nations are developing, we also
have a vital national Security interest.
We fought a war there in 1991 in de.
fense of those interests.

We have other, nonvital nationa)
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security interests. They are manifested
in many places around the world
where we are not prepared to fight a
war, but we are prepared to exert
what I call coercive diplomacy, which
involves the threat of the use of mili-
tary force if necessary. Bosnia is a cur-
rent example. We have important in-
terests there, the most outstanding of
which is preventing the spread of that
war outside Bosnia. In furtherance of
those interests, we are threatening to
use military force, and have used it in
conjunction with NATO on a few oc-
casions—very selectively and with no
intention of starting a war. We use itto
apply pressure to achieve 2 political
objective.

And finally, we are using our mil-
itary forces for humanitarian purposes,
as in Rwanda and in Bosnia. to irlift
and airdrop supplies o alleviate hu-
man suffering.

Former Defense Secy. Cheney bas
said that the president’s proposed
cuts in defense are dangerous, and
while the U.S. could still win a gulf
war with our present capability,
we could not do it as effectively, we
could not deploy as rapidly, the
conflict would last longer, and ca-
sualties would be bigher. How do
You answer Cheney’s criticisms?

I don't agree with them. but |
would point out that, at the time M.
Cheney made those remasks tast year,
our military forces were the same size
he had projected them to be at that
time. The drawdown in forces, which
was started by Cheney, was proceed-
ing at the rate of about 100,000 a year.
When this administration took office
we did not change that rate, Cheney
Wwas going from 2.1 million to 1.6 mil-
lion active duty personnel: we decided
10 take it down to 1.45 million by ex-
tending the period. but not the rate of
drawdown. We believe this is compat-
ible with not just the forces to fight 1n



Desen Storm, but to deal with two ma-
jor regional canflicts.

I want to be clear: We don't ex-
pect to fight two major regional con-
flicts. We expect to have sufficient
forces so that if we get into one major
regional conflict, we will have enough
reserve forces so that no other country
will be tempted 1o challenge us at that
point, thinking that we are too weak
to deal with them,

In speaking about  fighting two ma-
for regionai contingencies, we con-
stantly bear tbe pbrase *aimost si-
multaneousk.” Wby is this qualifi-
cation made?

What is envisioned there is that
the immediate drain on resources in
any conflict is on lift resources, partic-
ularly aitlift. If we have two conflicts
simultaneeusly, then we have to
choose between one or the other, or
we have 1o split the lift in undesirable
ways. If we have two conflicts that are
several weeks apan, then we can shift
the lift from one conflict 10 the other.

What we are really trying to pro-
tect against is geting into a war with
one country, and then another country
seizes the Opportunity o act against
our interests, thinking we are 100
weak 1o fight rwvo wars. We assume in
that case that it would take the second
country a couple of weeks to get
ready 1o seize the Opportunity prop-
erly—hence the phrase “almost simuyl-
taneously.” We were not envisioning
tWo countries orchestrating or coordi-
nating an attack on us.

The new nationai security strategy
says that, should efforts to prevent
additional countries JSrom acquir-
ing chemical, biological, and ny.
clear weapons and the means to
deliver fail, “U.S. Jorces must be
Prepared io deter, prevent, and de-
fend against their use.” If a bostile
or potentially bostile nation at-
tempts to develop muclear weap-
ons, would the U.S. ever take pre-
emptive action to destroy that
Ration’s nuclear capabilities—as
the Israelis did with Irag—in or-
der to prevent it from developing
this capability to more threatening
proportions?
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Let me choose my words carefully
here. We would not Wwant to rule out
the possibility of a preemptive strike.
When we looked ar the crisis we were
facing in North Korea, we did not rule
out that option, and we publicly stated
we were not ruling it out, The prolif-
erator ought 1o understand that tha js
a potential danger. We are also not go-
ing to telegraph that punch, either.

Have we ruled out the option of
using muclear weapons if our
forces were faced with defeat?

We have not ruled out that option.

Gen. McPeak, Alr Force chbief of
staff, bas said the Persian Gulf
War was the first time in bistory
that a field army was defeated by
air power. While some disagree
with the categorical nature of bis
pronouncement, few deny that the
Air Force Derformed brilliantly,
usbering in a new era of warfare
where air power Dplays the major
role. Can you &ive us your per-
Spective on the role of air power in
the nation’s defense, and whetber
# bas advanced so markedly as to
merit a greater share of the de-
fense budget in future years?
There have been enormous in-
creases in the effectiveness of air
power. They were brought about by a
decrezsed vulnerability, through a
combination of stealth and counter-
measures advances—demonstrated' in
Desert Storm with our amazingly low
losses in air operations. They were
also brought abour by a greatly en-
hanced intelligence capability, which
tells where targets are, and when to
strike them. Finally, they were brought
about by the introduction of precision-
guided munitions—one target, one
bomb—which not only revolutionizes
the effectiveness of our strikes, but
dramatically changes the kind of logis-
tics wail necessary to support air strikes.
All of these things led to McPeak’s
assertion—that the Iragi field army was
devastated if not fully defeated by ‘air
power—to be. 3 ‘correct statement.
However, air power itself did not win
the war. It took a joint operation to
win the war, and while air power has
greatly increased in effectiveness, it
still requires joint air-ground-sea oper-
ations to win wars. That is what our
forces are being built on, that is what
our budget is based on, and that is
what our tactics and doctrine are
on.

Then you don’t Joresee any en-
largement of the Aly Force budget
in proportion to the otber services?
No, I don't. I also wish to point
out that many of these same advances
in air power are being introduced in
the ground forces as well. That is, the
same improved intelligence, stealthi-
ness, and emphasis on precision.
guided munitions. Look at the ability
of an M-1 tank to hit 2 moving tank
several miles away—that is also 2 rev-
olutionary increase in capability.

You bave said that 4 major way
You could belp to ensure readiness
is to change thevay the DOD buys
equipment—shat is, reform tbe de-
Jfense acquisifion” process. Yoy
said that this bas been tried for
decades without success, makiag
Youx feel a'bit ke Do Qulk‘b"te", s

speech’ that ibere  were' pome
changes in the Semate bill thas 4iq
not give you all you wanteq Can
You gve us an update on boyw the
cbanges in the acquisition process -
are coming along? A
~ ~There are two aspects to acquisi-
tion reform. One involves changes in
legislation, the other involves things
we can do in the Pentagon tha; don’t
require legislative changes. There ;4 an
acguisition bill now in conference,
and if it comes oyt favorably, it will ip.
clude most of the features we wap; in
it 1t will allow Us 10 .use commercig]
buying practices for two different care. -
gories of purchases; small purchases
(under $100,000) thar add ap to a {or
of money, and commercial prodycts.
Those two together wil] be a very sub.-
stantial improvemen;. :
The other thing we hope will pe
in this bill is a pilor program thar 3).
lows us to apply commercial buying
Practices to a number of large, com-
plex weapons Systems procuremenyts,
The purpose is to demonstrate thar we
€an use commercia| buying practices
€ven on large, sophisticated programs.
The other major thing we are do-
ing is to change in detail, step by step,
the way we apply military specifica.
Uons to systems, with the objective of
having industria specs become our
standard and mj specs the exception, -
Indeed, in another six months we wif]
fequire program managers to- get 3
Waiver in order to use mil specs.



I met recenty with Colieen Pres.-
ton, the deputy under secretary for ac-
quisition reform, and the three service
ACqUISION executives. They all have
the bit in their teeth on these reforms.
and are moving forward vigorously. |
am optimistic that we are going 1o
make real progress in this area this
year. 5.1 hope we will knock the
windmill down instead of being
knocked down by it. . )

Has any number been put out on

the savings you expect to realize.
over a five-year period?

No. I tred to get numbers for that,

but they are hard 10 nail down, so'l

* have 10 choose between not.quating a
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number and quoting 2 mumber that 1

<ouldn't back up. -

Edward Luttwak of the Center - Jor
" Strategic and International Studies
bas written in Foreign Affairs 1bat
the US. is.declining to act the role
of a great power because it is not
willing to pay the price in casual-
ties. The leitmotif of the gulf war,
be says, was minimizing casual-
ties. He concludes that this con-
Straint puts us at a &reat disad-
vantage, because we will only risk

Hves in situations that kave grown -

dramatically prominent; this rules
out the most efficient use of force
—earlier ratber than later—to pre-
- veut escalation ratber than baving
to fight a war at full Strength. Has
. our fear of casualties Dlaced this
constrammt on us?

I read the Lurtwak article. It i g
good article. He is always a thoughtful
person, with very provocative ideas.
To answer that question, | would have
to refer back to the answer | gave you
to the first question, where | said our
military strategy was designed to deal
with three contingencies. In that firsy
category—vital nationa! security inter-
ests—I don't think what Lutrwak says
applies. If we were to get in a war
with Korea over their use of nuclear
weapons, or their invasion of South
Korea. | think we are pojitically and
psychologicaily prepared to stand up
1o the North Koreans and fight back.
We have the military readiness and ca-
pability to soundly defeat them. That
would involve many casualiies on

both sides. I think shen the American
public sees vital nationa} security inter-
€S1$ at stake they are psychoiogically
prepared for that.

In the last case—humanitarian
prace-keeping operations—where the
public sees us going over to help
other people. as in Somaliy. and then
Sees our peopie being killed by the
preople we are trying to help. that is
very hard 1o ke, In that case no, we
are not prepared 1o take casualiies.
When I sent forces over 1o Rwanda, |
met with the commanding officers and
said, your number gne sk is 1o pro-
vide for the security of your forces.
Dont take any chances in that regard.
That doesn't mean we won't have any
casualties, because operations like thar
have certain risks 1o, them, by we are
Boing to be very caréful t6 minimize
that risk, - S Lo

. The inmtermediate sitgtiog- is the.
hard one. Fhat isithe case Where's na-
tional security ibterestss at stake, and .
We are using -Coercive- diplemacy,
which includes the threat-of using mil-
itary force” We may actually engage.in

. a-military operatjort, such 2s in ‘the-

NATG .air strike agaidst .the Serbs.
There is & risk that one af_our‘pl;mqs
will-get shot down, Those are untested
waters. We don't know haw the pub-.
lic is going 1o react 1o that case.
There appears to.be a lo of appo-
sition on Capital Hill i6 8oing into
Haiti. Without political suppors,
wouldnt it be g tough call?

The opposition is in severa! differ-
ént categories. One aspect of it simply
Questions whether it is in our national
interest. Most of the negative com-
ments about Haiti are “don't g€t in-
volved with them at all, they are not in
our national interest.” 1 have can.
tended, and the president contends,

- that it is in the national interest; how-

€Ver. it is not a vital national interest,
—it doesn't threaten the survival of the
U.S But we do have a national interest

'in promoting democracy in the hemi-

sphere, and we have ap interest in
preventing a flow of refugees. Those
W0 interests alone certainly warrant
the coercive diplomacy we use there
today. They don't warrant 2 full-scale
war: whether they warran: an action
which is designed to throw out the
fegime is a matter of debate right now,

Interview by Johan Benson



